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Abstract

- Much ofy the focus in learning disabilities "has centered on

23 N
e1ementary-d§e students, and while the demands ahd characteristics of

instructional programs’ at the secondary level haVe been discussed by

" those who work with LD adolescents, there is’ no‘consensus onGthe‘

»

degree to wh1ch e]ementary and secondary programs shou]d d1ffer. In

o

th1s study, "a Jational sample of 53 elementary schoo] teachers and 34
\

secondary school teachers who provide Lev$1 1II resource ro6m service
\\

to LD students was asked to comp]ete a survey on program planning and

i“- 1mp1ementatgon pract1ces. Stat1st1ca1 analyses oF responses revea]ed

no differences of practical value’ between the practices of e1ementary : T
anJ'secondarx_1eve1 teachers.q However, there was a great dedl of
Yariaﬁ%]ity‘withinmthe responses of both groups. Implications of the |
lack 'of differences between groups ‘and .the  presence of rariabi1ity .

within groups are discussed.’ _ ' S




) *Instructional aianding and Implementation Practices

) young fTe]d

*

. of Elementary and Secondary ResourcetRoom Teacﬁers:

Is There a Difference?’, .

_Learning disabilities as a special education service area is a

. . -4
having ‘only come into its own within the -last two
s .t

detades..

conquion as educators have struggied with the task of determining how

best to serve ]earning‘disabied (LD) students Much of - the focus in

3
learning disabiiities has centergs on work w1th eiementary age

< N

students, few programs were available for secondary 1eve] LD students
before the advent of the Education for A]] Handicapped Children Aet
(PL 94-142)4
of services up to age 21 if necessary, that has proyided the impetus
for the w1despread development of secondary level programs. Perhaps
due in large part/xo the haste w1th which many secondary Pprograms were
put together and the\fact that almost’ a]] work dqne with LD students
initially was w1tn elementary schoo] age children, most secondary

g

school programs might be viewed as stepchildren of glementary

_programs .

<

. a survey on secondary program service options intc Five major areas:

~ ?

functional, remedial,utdtorrai, work study, and learning sthrategies.

Responses to the survey indicated that 45% gf the secondary programs

fell into the Basic Skills Remediation category--the category

. described as” the most similar to services used with elementary-age

.' ! “
~ A \
The demands and characteristics of secondarj> level educatioh

students,

&

These yedrs have been characterized by controversy and .

Desh]er, Lowrey, and Alley (1979)‘categoriied responses to -

It has been PL 94-142, w1th its requirement of prov1sion K

L4
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2 . : ’
. .
frequent]y are discussed by those who work with learning Wir’ab1ed°
adolescents (e.g., Deshler, A\Wey, Warner, Schumaker & C]arkb 1980;

Lerner, * Evans, & Meyers, 1977, W1ederho1t, 1978). Despite the
emphasis given by these educators to the nged for programs for
secondary students, as with e]enentary prograns, there is 1itt1e'
consensus on the desired‘characte}istics of such programs. Various
approaches have teen recommendeJ for teac?éng the learning disab]ed-
ado1escent:' continuing the basic 5k111s instruction begun_ in the
e]ementary school (Goodman & Mann 1976) individual assistance with,

and adaptat1on of, ma1nstream curr1cdﬂum (Brown, 1978), instruction in

the use of Jearning strateégies (A]]ey & Desh]er, 1979), or use of "

compensatory approaches (wiseman & Hartwell, 1980). Despite their

differences,,there is general agreenent among these -leaders in the
field that - elementary programs cannot simply be transferred, t&
secondary settings. Yet, direct comparisons have not been mage of the

educational practfices of .lementary and seconoary teachers of learning

-~ -

_ disabled students. The study reported here was. an attemnt to

determine what differences, if any, do exist in the practices of

3

elementary and secondary resource rooni>teachers.

Method
N . A o

Subjects - . - T

Surveys on the planning and imp]ementation. of instructional

-

orograms\were sent to a vandom sample of 373 members of “the Division.
for Children w1tn Learn1ng Disabilities fnow named the Council for
Learning D1sab111t1es) Counc1] for Except10na1 .Children. Comp1eted

-

surveys were returned by 128 teachers -of 1earn1ng disabled students




Materials

response se]ection accompanied the survey. ° (The survey 'and

Procedure ‘

[y
o ’ A

of these 128 teachers,. 87 (68%) indicated that:they provided Level 111

~(part<t1me, up to 4 hours per day) service; thewsurveylresponses frqm

thése resource room teachers were .uSed in the ‘current

investigation.

Eﬁ@ht of  the subjects.inc1uded Tn this study were*male; 78 were

1]

1. .
_ female. Thé m_gor1ty of the teachers (72%) indicated that they held

at Jeasﬂ a amster S degree in education; the average number of, years

&

* spent as-.a, special education teaqher was 5.7. There were 5 ..

4

. , r4
elementary ‘school (grades 1-6) teachers and. 34 secondan& school
. LY .o . .

T . - s S
teachers Jin this‘group of 87 subjects. The 53 e]ementary,sch001~/

) teachers representéd 71% of the- total number of e]ementary: schoo]

teachers respond1ng to thedsurvey, the 34. secondary level teachers

Y
represented 74% of “411 secondary teachérsacomplet1ng the surveyx
4 -

.
- . ~ 4 . .
= -

Data fon th1s study were obta1ned from the program p1a8n1ng and
1mp1ementat1on su'vey deve]oped by M1rk1n ‘and Potter (1982).'(The'
survey consisted. of eight ‘sect1ons.' %av s%hool +and® teacher .
information, (b)'student information, (c) selection of TEP goals and

]

objectiyes,’(d)’program description,. (e) determinants of the prodram,

(f) changes _in ‘the original instructional plan, (g) evaluation .

progress, and f¢h) miscellaneous. A supplementary'form to be used in

.
- N, . N . ©

) : .
supplétentary form may be gi:nd in Appendix A.)
_ Y C €

LY

Al

« Surveys were mailed to 3Z3 randomly selected members of the
: y

-

v o

Colncil for Exceptional Children's Council for Cearning Disabilities

4 AN
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(cLpy 4n‘the_1ate spring of the 1§80—1981'5ch601'year. -Teachers were
asked to complete/the/survey with the prograp of only cne of their
students in mind. Each‘beacher was prov1ded w1th a gandom1y se]ected

-numbeé-between 1 and 15; teachers w1th case]oads of approximately 15

LN
; {_ program they would have in mind ,as  they comp]eted the survey
) Teachers'who did not . have approximately 15 studeqts, were asked to
5? devise an a1ternate method for rangdom se]ect1on of the student ‘whose
program they would descr1be ‘Teaéhers comp]eted survey 1tems either
by filling in a b]ank (where appropr1ate, response oot1on§, were

provided from “which they could choose) or by check1ng responses

representat1ve of their pract1ces w1th§the 1nd1v1dua1 student

, qaProgram) and Part G (Eva]uat1on of Progress) of the survpy were

grouped vgto categor1es after., the surveys were comp]eted -and returned.

v

Four categor1es of .résponses were formed for Sect1ons C and G, and

five categories’ were formed for Section E. of the survey. ‘ Table 1
“Jists each category w1th 1ts component items. Several survey items
~a1]owed subgects to 1nd1cate a f1rst second, and third choice or
asked the subJect to 1nd1cate wh1qh of the instructional mater1a]s

t"
methods, mot1vat1ona1 strateg1es, or uses of evaluation 1nformat1on

- L]

-

responses of the elementary and secoqdary teachers, t tests and ch1—

- . \

students were asked to use th1s number to determ1ne which student s

Data Aha]ys1s . ‘ s
. For purposes of Adata ana]yses, responses sto items in Part C.
.. (Selection of IEP Goi]s and 0b3ect1ve>) Part E (Determinants of the

~ listed were re]ied on most. For th&se items, only the first choiceghr

'maJor use. were cons1dored 1n this \investigation To. compare the
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square tests "were run wheré appropriate. Data not meeting the
'S

agsumptions of either fype of statistip were examined in a déscriptive

manner.

Results

- &

.Régu]ts from the suéyey provided data.on.ja)\teécher End’studéng,
charaéleristiqs, (b) program:\desériptiqn, (c) bases épr prog}am~
'_decisions, (d) “evaluation p;acpices, and (e) prooram satisfaction/:
attributions fﬁr success. Not all res%ondénts completed all item%Fon'
the ;urvéy; thus; the results reported below are based on vatying

numbers of, sﬁbjects.

Teache? and Studeut £haractéristic§

Teachér characteristics. Descriptive information for the two

A IS ¢

groups of teachers is outlined in Table 2. This information includes

sex of teacher,, number of years of experience - teaching speciai
it

education, highest educational degree obtained, number of students
provided direct Service, and number of students'provided indirect™

service. There were no significant differences between elementary and

. H

secondary teachers for any of these descriptors.

—————— T T

Insert Table 2 about here

2

- .

Student characteristics. Tﬁe‘fxgrage age of the elementary level

students selected from the teachers' caseloads, was 9.5 years (SD-=




N

" 1.53, range = 6-12); .the average age of the secondary 1evei students
was 15.3 years (§Q'='i.64, range = 13-18). Therd was no signif%bant
difference between the race distributions of the elementary and .
secondary students. Information was available on the year. the student
started recé&viné épecia] education services for 49 elementary

. .. w

students and 29 secondary students. While 9 (31%) of these secondary
_ students had been recgiving services for two years or less, 40 (82%)
of the elementary ‘étqdents starfed receiving special education

< services .in the two year$s preceding the date of the survey. This

- ‘ difference- was statistically significant £x2(9).= 33.0, p < .0013.
There was no sigrificant difference between groups in the length of
time since the most recent IEP had been written.

Program Description : .

The amount of time students were reported £5 feceive sérvices in" . ‘
varijous academic® areas i3 shown in Table 3. .The d%f%erences between
the grons were not significant. When ﬁ tests were run using square ¥

_ root transformations of the raw data to conttol for variability, there
still were ng signific;nt differences batween grdups in fhe'amount of
time instruction was provided in_ the various areas. '

| 2PN

<
t o aeemrm e i mme—m—-— e o n o .

) Insert Table 3 about here P ' >

-
e o s i o e e - - - ——

( Teachers were asked to indicate whether instruction provided to .

- the student in reading, math, spelling, written language, and/or other

I

areas was in place of or supplementary to classroom instruction. The,
- ; - . '
only area in which the(b was a significant difference in the nature of

Y ’




- 1
elementary and .secondary instruction was in written language.

Secondary level teachersi generaily idindicated that resource room

v

instruttion in written language wes supplementary while elementary

teachers indicated resource room instruction was in_place of

T

.
~ >

classsroom instruction [x2(2) = 5.08, p < .051. '
The materials, methods, and motivational st?ategies that subjects

indicated they relied on most in reading,.math, spelling, and "other
J

SUbJeCtS" are ]1sted in Tab]es 4, 5 and 6. Because of the numerous

categories and the re]at1ve]y tew subJects responding within each

-+

category, statistical tests were not run on tHese’data InForma]
exam1nat10n of the data suggested that there were re]at1ve1y few
d1fferences between _the .elementary. and secondory teachers in- the

methods 2nd’ Wat1vat10na] strategles used with their students. With

regard to materials, it. ‘appearec that secondary' teachérs in this
. . . P ~ 4

sample relied more 'heavi]y on commerciai. programs in reading and

consumables in spe111ng then d1d the eTementary teacn_rs Elementary

L4

teachers' responses weré more varied than. those of the setondary

‘teachers n the' types of materials .tﬁey }eported]y relied on for

b
reading,. and they indicated more often than the secandary  teachers
thatvthey relied ona classroom text to teach spelling.

- o - S r e e - e e e -

Bases for Program Decisions ¢

SubJects were asked to indicate the most influential facfors in

determining 1ong-term goals and short-term objectives for the student

: 12
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Al

whose. program .was being described. These responses were categorized
I ¥

into four areés: tests, observation, cénsu]tation, and constraints

* (see Table 1), Chi-sguare analyses revealed no. significant
differences between the- elementary and.\fecondar} teechers in the
frequency with which they reperted th;t Vﬁ?ious faetors influenced
either their 1ong-£erm goals or short-term objectives.. Similarly,

_ there were no sigqifican; differences in the factors reported to be
ﬁ'EOSt influential in determining the amount of time the étudent

receiyed services, or in determining the materials, methods, and

motivational strategies used with the student.

Teachers were asked~to\g§e\a four-pojnt_sca]e (1 = very unlikely,

2 = unlikely, 3 = likely, and 4 :\;e?Y‘iike]y) to indicate how likely
they were to make changes in (a) éateria]s, )__methods, (c) -
motivational strategies, and (d) time allocation, student-teacher
ratio, etc.; t tests revealed no differences between the two groups in
their reported 1ike]ihood“of haking ehanges in any of these areas.
Both, groups indicated that they were somewhat more likely to make

. changes in materials, methods, and motivations, than ta make changes

in time, student-teacher ratio, etc. N

Evaluation Practices

Responses to the portion of the survey on methods of pupil )
evaluation were grouped into five categories: formal tests, informal
tests, obseryation of performance, c0nsu1tation,l and other: The
;general pattern of choices ef methods of evaluation was not different
for elementary and secondary teachers. In the areas of reading and

math, no singie type of evaluation appeared to be preferred over. the

&) . 13
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K
others by e#ther thé e]ementary‘of.seconéaiy teachers:  In spelling,
boéh groups emphasized informal'o tests, and in writte; language
.observation was listed as tnhe preferred evaluation method.

.Uses of evaluation information listed by survey respondents were

grouped into three categories: ' discuss/consult, teacher actions, and

-

monitor/grades. A chi-square analysis reve'ed nc differences between
the elementary and secondary teachers in how they used eva]uati#n
information. The items included in each category and the distribution

of teacher responses are listed in Table 7. !

Program Evaluation

On a scale of one to four (1 =:'very dissatisfied; 2 =
dissatisfied, 3 = satisfied, 4 = very satisfied), subjects were asked
to indicate their degree of‘satisfaction with the student's progra? in
terms of .(a) materials available,. (b) amount of instructional ﬁ%me,
(c) methods being used, (d) ability to monitor progress, and (e) the
studéﬁt'séprogress. Overall, teachers reported sdtisfaction with the
student's %urrent program and progress; t tests showed no differences
between the levels of satisfaction of elementary and secondary
teachers.

The final question of the survey asked subjects to rank order sSix
items in terms of their perceived importance in the progress achieved

by the target studeﬁt by the time of the annual review (see Table 8

for a list of the items). None of the subjects in either group viewed

14
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0 < .
the material being .uséd ?5/ the*main reason for progress; there were no -

LT o
significant differgnces in the rankings of the other five items by .the \

.elementary ang the secondary teachers.

A Discussion - P .

The ‘resuTts oz this investigation indicate that for this
particalar 3r0up—ej’ te;chers there were few diﬁferences:in the program
p]ar}rniqng-; and imﬁ]ementa;tion practices of e‘lemeni:ary and secondary
lTevel 'teachers.‘ The overriding characteristics of the .responses of
both the elementary ar;d seco'ndary_teachers.was Jvariabih’ty, even
though \aH were providing Level TII service. "While there were only a
moderate number of teaChers 1nvo];/ed in this study, as “membe™s of a
national profess10na1 orgamzatwn many with advanced degrees these
teachers represent ac: group whose responses should reflect current
trends in the field. » ° )

Few people. wou]d argue that- adolescents are no d1fferent than,
elementary school age children; in fact, the ma30r1ty of Amer1can
schools use a different format of education for their mainstream
secondary students' than they wuse for elementary< students. Any .
- argumept 'ft;r Jor aéa%hst different educational approaches for
'e1emen;.ary an'd/secoridarg(_.L:D st‘udents must balance consideration of the
student as a p,erson‘ with difficulties in one or more of the basic

skill areas aqainst consideration of the number of years of school

remaining for the student.° 'If the major purpose of the educational

.

15
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4 s :
syscem is to provide minimum competency in the basic skill areas of
reading, math, and spelling, then &ncentration on the basic skills
through high school, for those who have difficulty.in these areas, is
apbropriate. If, on the other hand, the major purpose of the school
s to prepare the student for life after he/she leaves school, then by

the time the student reaches high school, the basic skills approach

may need to be secondary to an emphasis on vocational training,

problem solving ski]1§, life skills, and general knowledge content.
" &

Support for this second approach comes from the epidemiological study

done by the Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities at the

University of Kansas (Warner, Alley, ;Schumaker: Deshler, & Clark,

1980). Their study suggests fﬁEE ieaFﬁTﬁg‘ﬁﬁsab%ed‘ado]escehts tend

to plateau in their achievement level, and that even with coﬁtinued
basic skills instruction, they gain 1ittle in the way of basic skills

between eighth and twelfth grades.

THe variability, so evident in all areas of this survey, appears

PR

te reflect the variations in definitions of LD currently in use, as
well as the variations in philosophy regarding how best to teach LD
students.  Variability in educational programs is ﬁot, in and of
jtself, good or éad. Teachers always have known that tpe same method
of teaching is not equally effective for all children. If variability
reflects instructional metths ;hgt have been empirically tested and
shown to be differentially effective for individual students, then
variabi}ity is desirab]e: However, if variabi]ity_refﬁects confu;ion
in the field and arbitrary use of a multitude of non-validated

interventions procedures, then variability is not desirable. In 3

-
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review of interventions currently in wuse in special education,
Ysseldyke and Algozzine {1982) conclude that: -
the decisions to wuse particular interventions on
jutervention is effective....Although we: do not have
evidence fhat specific curricula are universally
effective, many 'data support the contention that
interventions- must be designed éer the individual and:
monitored frequently tQ ensure their effectiveness.
Intervention is equivalent to research and is 3 process
of hypothesis testing. (p. 164)

The results of the present surCey indicate that aside from the initial

information generally is not used to make ongoing instructional decisions.

Rather, teachers reported that decisions to make changes in the student's

observation"). Many of the evaluation methods reported to be used with
students were subjective in nature and the use of ewaluation information
generally was said to be for consultative, purposes (talk tom student,
teachér, parent, etc.) or monitoring (grades, etc:;, rather than directly
to guide teacher actions. . - -

Leérniné disaSi]ities is a young field and programs for secondary LD

o

students are a recent* phenomenon. There “are no known, universé]]y

students hold different beliefs about what "1earning'disabi1ities"_are and
how best to intervene with LD students (Thurlow & Ysseldyke, 1982). The
results of the present study indicate tha. there is in fact a wide variety
of instructional approaches being used wiéh LD students of all agest Now

that programs have been established for these students, it is important

that educators make a concerted effort to determine how to serve these

L
applicable, effective approaches for teaching LD. students. Teachers of LD

©

deﬁé]omnent of the Individual Education Plan (IEP), objective evaluation

program were based on subjective information (e.g., “"nersonal °

students™ should 'be 'based on evidence that the I

s
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students mosE/effective]y, iaking‘into account* not only specific academic

difficulties, but also the developmental, social, and emotional needs of

]

3
the student.
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» sources of Information, Influenti

Table 1 °

al Factors, and Types o Evaluation: Items by Category

-

£
(5

Overall scores on ability tests
Overall scores onrachievement testse
Pattern of scores on ability tests
Pattern of scores on achievement’ tests
Discrepancies between abflity and
achfevement tests o
Other standardized assessments
Per formance on criterionfrefergnced :
measures ° .

Observation of Perform&ncé

Progress on previous IEP objectives
Informal assessments done during
previous fnstruction
#0ther informal assessments
Personal observalion of student
performance - T,
Behavioral observations/information

-

.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION

Consultation

\a

Classroom teacher's priorities
Parental fnput/priorities )
Input of other team members

o

Constrajnts-of times, materials, teacherd
_ .--available ’
"7 District policies

Constraints

P

< A commercial or locally constructed list

of long-term goals, short-term objectives,
_andfor instructional suggestions

.
.t

Test Based and Objective Information

pemonstrated ability on psychological
tests -

performance on standardized tests

performance on informal measures

Formal observation

Medical information (hearing,
medications, etc.)

Classroom Information

Referring teacher's statement of
original referral problem

Classroom teacher's comments on
classroom pregress

Classroom teacher's requests

Material covered by regular .,
ﬁclassroom’

>0

INFLUENTIAL FACTORS

§ >

. Experiential Factors

Student characteristics (e.g., attention
spany motivation, soclal skills, etc.)

Past experience with student

Past experience with students with similar
problems .

College coursework, professional journals,

_ workshops, etc.

Constraints *

Materials a:)ilable
Your caseload
Rest of student's schedule
Other students taught at same time

. Policy of lead teacher/school/district
Instructor’s guide(s) for text(s)

Consultation/Family Information

Fanily information

Consultation with otherss (aside from .lassroom
~ . 5

teacher and parents) .
Parent requests

formal Tests '

standardi#ed achievement tests
Standardized diagnosuic measures
District developed ctests

Basal text mastery tests

formal observatiqg

Informal Tests

Criterion referenced measures

Direct and frequent measurement
(precision teaching-type)

Teacher-made tests/oral quizzes

Oral, silent timings ’

. ZChedg&nGmber of short-term objectives

mastered
P

TYPES OF EVALUATION

Observation of Performance

scoring workbooks \,
Scoring worksheets - -
Amount of work completed
Number of correct flashcards
! Listening to oral reading .
Informal observation of student performance *

Consultation

Consuitation with classroom teacher
s regarding classroom performance

.

Y 7

.

.20

15




“Mean Number of Students Served®

Direct Service

Trdirect Service

J

1

16 > .
. '
~ « Table 2 -
Dégcriptiye Information for Elementary and
- - Secondary Level Teachers
! - o N
_} 43 Elémentary . Sécondary
§.e.l @ s ‘
Male , * 7.5% 12.1%
. e
“  Female 92-5% 87.9%
ﬂjgﬁést Degree PP e
g . BA/AB 24 .6% 33.3%
' MA/MS® '73.5% ° ,54.5% -
EdS/ABD \ L 1.9% 12,254 |
“rttean Number of Years in Spezial o
_**} Education” e 5.7 (3.5) 5.8 (3.0)

-

19.1 (6.5) 21.8(11.3)
s

<23.2(64.4)  8.1(12.1)
, .

Aumbers in parentheses are standard deviations.

4

b

&,
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A £ Tapled S
'Pereen;agés.of‘Students Receiv.~3 Special Education )
N Services in Various Kcademif Aveas and Average
. : AmouA: of Time Spent within Each Ayééé .
ro . 1 . . ‘ ) L P
a, e ' Elementary ‘ Secondary o
‘Academic Area{. . %D X :§Q_ %F X SD
Reading ¢+ 20.0° 39.7° 21.5  80.6 35.5. 21.]
“Math T, ' owma o176 M0 37 109
spelling ° . 585 197 8.7 71.0 0.9 ‘16.60 N
writign language ~ . 58.5 20.3 12.1 64.5 . 25.9 .-23.4
Other S \‘ 30.2 35.7 43.6 -48.3 45.9 49.0-

aTimes,ér"e calculated on the basis of instructicn five days per week.

bPercentages ggg based on the number of elgmentary (n=53) and secondary
students (n=3T) reported to begreceiying instruction in each academic

» area. © ) -

! «




N Table 4 L
. ' . - P < .‘5
Percentages of Teachers Listing Various Types of Mater]als ) ;

- °

._as- Most Used Within Academic Areas @

. \

. ‘. .
\ * . -
T -

- S Elementary *”Seéon%gry

>

(&'_;,{ .y

. Materials - Reading .

—
=
1l
N
9 .
~

L e
=
|
~N
~n
~—

»

+ Classroom Text : - T3.8 .
Other Texts . ) 17.2
Commercial Program
Local Prdyram
Consumables 6
Manipulables 13.
Others * # : 10

L
~—d N
w I
O —
-
S
— .-m—l
WPAPWPROWA

s A NN NO N

Materials - Math

~~~
n
—
(o]
~4
.
—
=
]
——ad
~J
N
<

™ Classroom Text . - 33
Other Texts . 5
Commercial Program 5
Locdl Program o 33.
16

5

0

—_— o N
O NNNINNW

Congumables "
.+ - Manipulables - .
* Others N

« e e e .
QO NNNANPA~
‘
*

Materials - Spelling . §g=

C]assroom"4ext ' . 43.5.
, . Other Texts s . 4
. Commercial Program ' 4,
(ﬂ Local Program . 26.
*  Consumables 8
Manipulables L/ 4
Others 8

M§terials - Other Subjects (n=

Classroom Text

?  Other Texts ,
Commercial Program
Local Program,
Consumables
Manipulables

W W - -
OO NN
o o e e e

,,,,,
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Table &

)
5 o

19

v Percentages of Teachers List_ing Various Types o’}"‘

3

>

.

Methods as Most Uséé Witﬁin Academic Areass*

Elementary Secondary
Methods - Reading (n=25) (n=32)
Subskills 64.0 50.0
Practice 20.0 ° 25.0
" Modality 0.0 8.3
Modeling . - 8.0 0.0 .
-Games ' 4.0 8.3
Other_= 4.0 .8.3
N e
Methods - Math (n=13) (n=14) - B
Subskills 69.2 50.
pPractice 15.4 21.
Modality 7.7 0.
Modeling 0.0 21.
Games 7.7 7.
Gther 0.0 0.
Mé;hods - Spelling (n=17) (n=11)
Subskills " 35.3 36.
Practice 35.3 54.
Modality 11.8 . 9.
Modeling 5.9 0.
Games 11.8 0.
Other 0.0 0.
\ .

Methods - Other Areas (n=9) (n=
Subskills '22.% 50.
Practice 22.2 0.
Modality 22.2 0.
Modeling < 11.1 25.
Games . 22.2 25.
Other 0.0 0.




R Table 6
Percentaaes of Teachers Listing Various Types of Motivational .
Strategies as Most Used Within Academic Areas I - -
- A
Elementary Secrndary .
¥ "
M@tivation - Reading (n=37) (n=23)
Social, 43.3 43.5
Activity © 5.4 8./
Concrete 2.7 4.4
Indirect 16.2 13.0
Contracts 13.5 8.7
Self-Managemen{ 10.8 1.7 o
Punishment 8.1 0.0
% ‘ @ '
. Motivation - Math (n=20) (n=16) i
Social : 50.0 50.0 ¢
Activity 5.0 12.5
Concreéte 10.0 6.2
Indirect 10.0 . 12.5
Contracts 0.0 . 0.0 ¢
Self-Management 5.0 18.8
- Punishment 20.0 0.0
Motivation - Spelling (n=16) (n=11)
Social 62.5 63.6
Activity 6.2 9.1
Concrete 0.0 18.2
Indirect 25.0 9.1
Contracts 0.0 0.0
Self-Management 6.2 0.0 <
Punishment 0.0 - 0.0
*Motivation - Other (n=6} (n=9)
Social 50.0 33.4
Activity . .0.0 22.2
Concrete 0.0 1.1
Indirect . 50.0 < 1h.1
. Contracts 0.0 1.1
Self-Management 0.0 1.1
Punishment




J

Percentages of

)

Table 7

-

Elementary and Secondary feachers Listing Majé¥ Use

~
.

of Evaluation Information Within Categoriec
. : N

Elementary Secondary
Discuss/Consult 46.3% 45.0%
Discuss progress with student )
Discuss progress with parent ‘ 4
Discuss progress with teacher
Consult with lead teacher,
principal, special ed director
Review progress with team
Send notes home i
Teacher Actions 37.5% 20.0%
Change inst:uctional plan A
Decide to review/reteach
~ Modify goals and ubjectives
Monitor/Grades ' 15.7% 35.0%
~ - Monitor progress
‘ Assign grades
Tote1l number responding (32) (20)
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Table 8

Reasons Cited by Teachers for Student Progress

2

. e “Instructional approach used

e Material used
&

"o Additional instruction time spent in target

o Lower student teacher ratio

o Increased student motivation

areas

o Ability to monitor student progress closely and to

make changes when needed
/

?

o
-‘\I
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APPENDIX A

Copy of Survey and Supplementary Form
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PROGRAN‘PLANN}NG AND IMPLEMENTAT1ON SURVEY
» . . } > . R ’ -

© .

[PART A | SCHOOL AND.TEACHER INFORMATION . )

Type of School: -Rural Suburban Urban
Elementary Midd%e/Jr. High __Secondary/Senior High ~

] N M

e

Teacher Information: Female Male

?

How many’ years have you taugﬂL Special Edication students? - :
° o .
Please identify-{he highe§a degree you hold :
Approximafbly how many children .do you‘sgrve‘eacﬁ day? ' ‘ v E
Number served: _ Direct service Indirect service % ) >
\' - -, H
For the ramainder’of the swrvey, respend to items wnile Aee;nuq in mind the
progrewn of the student selected according to the attacred directions -
S €
[PART B | STUDENT INFORMATION , . »
1. For this particular student: Age Grade Race .
2. Month and year Special'EducaEion service begén'
. 3. Month and year you sEarted‘ﬁorking with this student _ > '
* -
4. Date the current Individual Educational Plan (IEP) was written
5. Date of the last ILP periodic review - - .
6. What-ievel of service do you ﬁrovige this student? Circle one. ,
§ :
Level: .
<,
I - Monitoring . y IV - Direct service - more than 4 hours/day
I: - Consultation . V - All day, self-contained °
Il1 - Direct service - up to 4 hours/day VI - Special School/Residential
7. How much Special Education service does this student receive in the £oliow1ng R
areas: -
1
Area § Min/day #Days/wk Area . .o # Min/day # Days/wk >
Reading Written Language ’
Hath . Other ° o )
Spelling : . (Specify):
. e <
8. What are the criteria for a student to be- clqﬁsifzgg as learning disablédd
in youx school/district? - .
a L4
- N t
‘ . o) ;




s

[BART C| SELECTION OF LEP GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

If you werz not irvolved in writing tnis student's IEP, skip tnis purt and (o
on to PART D. - £ : .

Use the items listed in Seelion C of the aveompanying jorm (the blue shect) o
respond to the following questions. Please rank order your answcrs fror most fm .o
* to least irportant. ~

What sources ol Jdnformation do you feel were the most important in determining -
’

»

a. Long term goals: .
Iten £ R . *
If "Other," #19, was used, please specify: ”
- £
b. Short term objectives: , g
Iten # s »

1f “Other," {19, was used, please specify: .

q

-

[PART D | PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

1. For each area lfsted below, check whether the instructiom yeu' provide
is in place of or supplementary to classroom instruction.
b d

[} - Y
_Area In place of Supplementary Area In place of Supplementary
Reading . _ T ~— Written Language 3
Math Ce Other T _
_— -_— SEvY . - —=
Spelling . . (specify): —n

For Questions 2, 3, and 4, within each area in which you provide ingtruct {on,
please agterisk (*) the material, metnod, and mecivational strat~~4 you rely o to.
most with this student. Check (V) anything elsc used regularly witnin ecch accactiic

a

area. .

2. Material Examples . Reading Math Spelling Other
=R . - , PR

Child's classroom text . .

Other standard texts ] . )

.

Commerctal programs DISTAR, Frostig,, ReyMath
Locally developed Math/reading programs g
programs ~ -
Consumables Workbooks, worksheets ¢ N
Manipulables Cuisinaire rods, flan-’
nel board

Other (specify): i ——

e et o 33 A A i A £ = © e ooy W P i, e N Y e s AT it o ot P A - e b 2 i s ey o m




i A-3

Mathod Exdnples Readifg Math  Spelling Other
Examply e

Work on subskills Regrouping in sub-
traction
Syllabication
Comprehension skills

. .
o e doy she¥ srEvAC SOLLL E2e

o~

3 g e N v s

- Practice . Oral reading practice
Writing times tables

Isolated word practice

<%

Writing in journals
Modality t::}hing VAKT (visual,, auditory
. kinesthetic, tactile)

Modeling Student listens to selection
before reading
Student reads while teacher
reads.
Student imitates solving of .
nath problem ‘

by .
o
O  FC oy TN

el
o .

|

'“\v

Cr N

Games and Tabe recorder
machinery Language master
Computer games

a3t aaakaay g A

Other (specify): : - .

Motivation Examples . Reading Math Spelling Other-
‘ ' ¢ )

Social reinforcers Verbal praise, posted
! praise, working with friend,
\positive note home

Activity reinfor- Use typewriter, have free time
cers - have early dismissal, be office
assistant, do favorite school
work

-

Concrete rejin- Candy, stars, stickers, money
forcers school materials

Indirect rein- Earn points, tokens, check-
forcers . marks, etc., to trade in,
for a“reinforcer

Contracts Between student and teacher;
between student, teacher,
and parent

Self-management Having student charting his/her
strategies own data; scoring his/her own
tests; self-monitoring of time
on task

<

Punishment Time cut, response cost, error
procedures correction, sad faces, red
checkmarks, fines :

Other (specify):

Over, please

i

L paaie

1

|
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! ]PART K l DLTLRMINANTS OF THE PROGRAM *

Use the ttems listed in Section E of the blue form to respond to the follwing

~guestions. FPlease rank ovder your angwers from most tmportant to least tmportant.
Y f
A

~

What ‘factors have been most influential in determining - .
a. The amount of time the student receives services: ) .
i Iten { , s ' . . .

1f "Other," # 23, was used, plcase specify:

‘ b. The materials used: .
. . ’ .
Iten > s - . '

— e

P
e
s Vg oy ey by ke o

1
.
3
‘4
:
»
:
«
»
R

: ) 1f "Other," ## 23, was used, please specify:

. ¢. The iethods uéed:

y . - Item #____, , ,

If "Other," # 23, was used, please specify: ‘
I8 T :
«d. The motivational strategies used:

-

- . Item # . , . ‘

. ’ If “Other," # 23, was used, please specify:_

‘[ PART F CHANGES IN OR1GINAL INSTRUC'EIQNAL PLAN

+

How likely are you to make any changes in your instructional plan for this student
between periodic reviews? (See PART D for examples of materials, methods, and _%ytlva-

tional strategies.) "
‘ T Very ) ., - Very
~ Unlikely Unlikely Likely - Idkely
_ Change materials .o 1 2 ~ 3 4
Change methods 1 S 2 ' 3 4 ~
Change motivational stra‘tegies . 1 2. 3 4
. . * Change time allocation,' student/ 1 2 3 4
- teacher_ratio, etc,
- Gener:llly, wha‘t. is the basis for your decision to make chgages, or not to make
. changes, in this student's program? Rank order, please.
: . objective performance data“ v
) personai observation of student progress - .

external cdnstraints (scheduling, changes in classroom curriculum, etc.)

¥ other (specify):

4

g AAe R e gt
.

o
oo
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1.

Use the

LVALUATION OF PROGRESS

Plems listod o

N

uL U

What, if any, type of evaluation information. de you collect in each of the
in which you provide instruction? );
from most important to least fmportant and indicate the frequency with which

areas

G o) tee blie
.

foorecrond to quesiion L.

{

HUDN

Please rank order your answers

you use each form of evaluation: (e.g., daily, 2X/week, mouthly, etc.)
Area Type of_Evaluation Frequency
(List item ) . ‘
Reading ¢ 1. . ) )
2. . -
-
3. s .
Math 1. . .
. ) T e '@ . '
e 2. .
3. ’ ° e
Spelling . 1.
3. ) .

Writtén Language 1.

2. ‘.

L4

3.

Other Yspccify) A

) 2.

. 3. ~
L
-

\4

§
4

No written records kept

.~
.

Charts and/or graphs
Grade book

LChecklists

Other (specify):

Where-do you record infbrmation about this studint's performance/prob: bs’

File samples of work

Oof the total amount of instructional and preparatory-time devoted to this
student, what percentage would you estimate you spend in performance/ 3

progress evaluation activities?

Circle ‘one.

up €6 10%  11-20%Z  21-30%  31-45%  46-60%. 61-75%  more than 75%
Under ideal conditions, would you like to sec this'’percentage of time: :
increased stay the same decreased
' <
2 Over, please\\\




4. Yow is evaluation information us¢d with this student? Please asterisk (*) the

- major use and checx (¥) an§ others vthat apply. Also, indicate the approximate .
frequency of each use. . + . e
) ) ~ ' Frequency '
Not used ‘ —_— \
Discuss progress with student ' .

Discuss progress with parent

-“‘ -
L Discuss progress with régular clagsroom
teacher o~

‘ Consult with lead teacher, pvincipal, /]

.special education directer, etc.

Send notes hone ’ =
- Chdnge instructional plgp Onatclj.xla '
nmethods, etc.) . F

A\
Decide when to review, reteach

Monitor progress on ILP goals and objectives : ;

I&zview progress with team R

Modify IEP goals and objectives

|

|

Agsign grades . \ -
. Y other (specify): ’ ‘

'l

|FART H| MISCELLANEOUS . .

¢ . - " 2 ’ .
1. How satisfied are you with this Student's program in terms of:
i Very Dis- Dissat- Satis- Very Sat-
. ' o satisfied  isfied  fied  isfied
Materials available . i 2 3, 4

Amount of iastructional
time 1 2 3 4

. N .
Methods you arc using 1 2 3 4
Ability to monitor Tl " 2 3 4
! progress . -
e, The stu::k"s progress 1 2 3 4
14 LIS

N 2. If this student has made appreciable progres. by the time of the anmual
review, ta what do you think this will mainly be due? Please rank order.
‘\‘ ) The instructional approach The lower student/teacher ratio /7
, W N used . Increased student motivation
. N o~ Th~ material used ) Abilfity to closely monitor student )
The -additional instruction progress and make changes vhen
" time spent in target areas needed

3. We welcome any comments you have on this survey or the 4instructional or
N avaluation process in ‘general.




A-7

Use the followingiitems 11 responding to questions in Porl O, F, and C of the swey.
‘The sections on thic form are labaled to correspond with the portiwn &f the survey jor which
those items are arpropriate. Thess lists are by ne means « xhaust.'ve. Please feel free to use
the category “othed"; we just ask that you specify wvhat “other' stands for in the appropriate
8pace on the sur itself. '

P

M A

[ Section C l R Sources‘of Informaticn

1. Overall scures on ability tests 11§L Personal observation of student performance

2. Overall scores on achievement tests 12. Behavioral oBservations/ingormation

3. Pattern of scores on' ability tests .

4. Pattern of scores on achievement tebts ,

5. Discrepancies between ability and
achievement tests

%

13. Classroom teachner's priorities
14. Parental input/priorities
15. Input of other team members,

6. Other standardized assessments * 15. Constraints of times, matérials, teachers
7. Performance on criterion-referenced available .. .
measures 17. District policies

18. A commercial or locally constructed list
of long-term goals, short-term objectives,
arid/or instructional suggestions

Other '

8. Progress on previous IEP objectives

9. Informal assessments done during
previous instruction © 19

10. Other informal assessments *

.

Influential Factors

v

1. Demonstrated ability on psychological 12. Past experience with student
tests . 13. Past experience with students with similar
2. Performance on standardized tests problems

3. Performance on informal measures

‘4. Formal observation

5. Medical information (hearing,
wedications, etc.?)

6. Family information

14. Materials available
15. Your caseload
16. Rest of student's schedule
17. Other students taught at same time
18. Policy of lead teacher/school/district -
v7. Referring teacher's statement of )
original referral problem
8. Classroon teacher's comments on,
classroom progress
9. Classroom teacher's requests
10., Material covered by regular
classroom

19. Instructor's guide(s) for text(s)

20. Consultation with others (aside from class-

. room teacher and parents)

. 2l. Parent requests &

22. College coursework, professional journals,
workshops, etc.

23. Other . .

]

11. Student characteristics (e.g.,
attention span, motivation,
social skills, etc.)

| Section G } ' Types of Ewvaluation

1. Standardized achievement tests I1. MNumber of correct flashcards
2. Standardized diagnostic measures 12. Listening to oral reading
3. District developed :sts 13. Oral, silent timings
4. Basal text mastery rests 14. Informal observation of student nerformance
5. Criterion referenced measures 15. Formal observation
6. Direct and frequent measurement 16. Consultatica with classroom teacher
{precision teaching-type) . regarding classroom performance
7. Teacher-made tests/oral quizzes 17. Check number of short-term objestives
8. Scoring workbooks 18 Otﬁzstered .
9. Scoring worksheets : ’
10. Amount of ‘work completed N
-

-
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